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kindefgartens, preschools, and day care celters. One of the most per-

Te'acher's;._gf 2- to 6-yearkolds must often justify the curriculum they

v
provide. As critics express concern about Iqw levels of academic achieve-

ment in elementary and  secondary scheols, .ques®®as trickle, down to

sistent of these has to do with play. How can the generation” that wil
come of age as we'move into"t'he twenty-first century cope- with its pr,ob—
lems if childrer\n spend too- much .tlme "just playing" rather than acquiring
basic skills?. '

Current scepticism about play is not new. It goes bacl: to ’a Puritan
ethic that dichotomized work and play Whlle play is no longer seen.as
sinful, nelther is it belleved to be very. worthwhl!e The%eflmtlon of play :

involves reference to certain intangibles--a fact that goes against the grain

-

of the behaviorist tradition that lgas dominated education and psychology.

Only recently has play become an area of interest to many researchers.
a t

For example, in 1970, Carmichael's Mamual of Child Psychology (Mussen
A

.970{; a ‘reference work - w:dely used by, researchers had no chapter on

play. Mentions of play, doll play, playfulness, and {games were limi'ted to
two dozen of its 2400 pages In contrast the 1933 edition of the manual
mclnudes a chal)ter on play with ,some 450 refereches about 60% of them

referrlng to work acco'npllshed - since 1970. ' A dozen .or ‘more beoks
- . 7

\

intended for the general reader.as well as the researcher have also ' \

. . [ ' s 7
appeared. . - : e

The béleaguerea téacher who turns hopefully ta this ‘literature. will

find few certain ansvger's and may h'ave\ some .fond asspmpﬁons challenged.

-

’
perspectlves differ. TFhe evidence that -

L &

teachers collect bears little resemblance to the data that most researchers

,
N - -~
& - .
Rl - L
. .

Although teachers share ‘resea?ers' concerns for the effects ‘of. play on

the child's development, ~thel
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collect. Teachers, when planning for or reflecting on childrén's play may
differe‘ntiate social from cognitive behavier or constructive play from‘ dra-
v ’ matic play, or focus on an individual child to the exclusion of the other *
. children in the group. More typicélly, however, their focus is on the

"whole child" anld on that child as a member of a group. Nevertheless,

teachers are in a strategic position to see how the play of both individuals

- and groups «celates to their n&n-play and how it changes over ‘time.
. Accordingly, we think that teachers have in:lportant information and insight
to offer researchers as well as things to learn in return. .

. . . . !
‘ Teachers see certain theoretical issues differently from researchers.

. Ve .
They have questions that they would like the researchers to address.

, .
They also have. a unique opportunity and responsibility for answering their
own questions about how children play. In doing so they will more effec-

tively support the play and the learning of$ the children in their groups

and perhaps contri'bute to the growing body of knowledge about play.

In the material that follows we review brjefly the theories that inform
recent research and discuss t?‘u,e “features of play as seen b;/ researchers.
This section is followed\ by a description of the development of pla); and .
some of the issu:: ge;achers need to consider as they assess the play of

¢
the children in their groups. Closely related to this is a consideration of

individual differences in play. We turn next to the ‘{ays teachers may

facilitate children's play.\ Finally, we consider thg teacher's role inﬁ‘

- =

3

rexplaining to parents and administrators the importance of play for the’

-

developing child.
A Y

THEORIES OF PLAY

Since the days of Froebel, most teachers have seen play as an essen-
th

ingredient in the early cMlidhood curriculum. Teachers' ideas about

Q ~ ’ .

s .5

'l"ll*‘




the nature of that ingredient, its long—tq{.'m importance, and their own.
responsibility for it have varied considerably depending on the theories or

ideologies that inform them. For §6me‘ play represents those aspects of

°

. the curriculum that ena?;e childreh to follow their own inclinations, as,

opposed to those aspects linvolving instruction or routings. Notions about (
- ’ '
)

" what it is that play does for children may reflect theories that are now

regarded as classical: Thus, the notion that "play lets tive child

» -

run it out" comes from the éu"r'plus*energy‘theory e "Balance the ' -
academics with active play" reflects recreation the "They learn
1

thFrough their play" represents practice theory. "Play reflects .the cul-
4
d

ture" has its roots in recapitulation theory. ' .

¥ [

A more direct influence on teachers' thinking about play probably

comes from twentieth century -theorists associated with psychoanalysis-

(Er.ickson, 1950; A. Freud, 1964; lIsaacs, 1930, -1966). Here the guiding

‘ideas’ may be ‘wChildren work out emononal conflicts in ;{y" and "In play, ’
chnl.dr;en develo,p mastery." Pnaget (1962) also contributes to current ldeas .

of play. . These ‘may include "Play is involved' in cognitive development," -

-~ "Play develops in stages," and possibly, "Play is assimilative and serves_to
. ' - 4 {
incorporate or consolidate -the child's e)iperience "
A
The views "of several other theorists have begun tfbappear in the -

Jliterature of ear!y childhood. Bruner (1972, ;1976) sees play as "serious®
» ‘.v \
"business," an jmportant factor in evolution and development. Lieberman

o~

‘(1977) deséribes ‘"playfulness”" as a persona'lity trait, a component of
S . S
imagination and ‘creativity. Singer (1973) finds in ‘make-belieye play.a

- X ‘
process which s it ls‘ qentlv fostered as aimmmu—ean make—life —

(p. 259).
lnf'mtely rlcher and more exciting " gSutton -Smith (1971, 1979) who has

served as a synthesnzer of psycholoffical and anthropo]ogcal approaches to ¢
’- . s

* LY . 6 . .
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play, describes play as "performance." Vygotsky (1967) sees play #s an
- -t |

aspect of the preschool child's living in which he or-she advances beyond

»

the ogdinary accomplishments of the; age period and ahticipates‘developmenf .-
! -
in thinking that will only become characteristic later on. As VygbtsRy

. . )
puts it, the ’preschoo} child in play is "always above his average age,
. +

above his da1'l'y behavior." Accordingly, "play creates the zone of pggox-

imal development of the chjld " {p. 16). - »

L 4

The views of the anthrgpdlogist Gregorl Bateson influenced other

' -

theorists and researchers. Bateson, in additibn to examining the signifi-

.

cance of the message "this is play," shows hdw the cwild in play learns

Yhat "there is such a thing as a role" and a)so that "the choice of st¢le®or |

role is related to the frame amd context of behavior" (Schwartzman, 1978). R !

Following aAlong these lir:ues, Schwar"tzman examines play as comrﬁhnica;ien. }
In generaj), the gheqries that are-available are not gom‘prehensive but’

consider only sele.cted elemen;s ?rﬁhe play of ybung childre;‘n. Noneic_)’f \5

them, with the possible early exception qf Isaacs (1930, 1966), addresses J

the issue of play in the education of young children. Howe’ver,. some

< 4

-~ L
authors (Biber & Franklin, 1967;<Forman & Hill, 1980; Karmif & DeVries, 3

1980) have recently attempte‘d to provide bridges from selected theories to

-7 ‘ _—
practice in the classroom. . . .

-

The Distinguishing Features of Play .
The available theories are in comsiderable agreement about certain
fe;\atures ti*at distinguish play from other. behaviors (Rubin, ‘Fe‘m, &

»

’ N . . » e
Vandenberg,rﬁ‘1'983-). These definitional agreements, gﬁable rescarchers to . |

~-- —

compare results from étudy to study. Teachers, although théjr p:.frposes

differ from those of the researcher, also néeq totagree on .the nature of

’

play. They may consider whether knowledge of the \fgiglpwing features can,

v '
. '7 ) ,

s
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help them to clarify what is going on when, for examble, they
\ .

ch%d intently making her. way through an obstacle course, or

child laughinghas he assembles a collage. ‘ , ;
; . ) # ’ “ ' ’
Intrinsic motivatian. This feature cannot be directly observed but

may only be inferred. The child's interest in an activity may rev_ealqjﬁf e
. —\

in “expressions ©f happiness or pleasure, but it may also be reflecte a

sernous demea,nor and insistence on contmumg While intrinsjc motivation

is clear in a self-initiated: -actlvnty such as playing Wonder Woman, it may

also arise ih the desire to continue an activity that may have been initiated
’ o

by the teacher, such as a lotto game or a construction project. )

Activities.that intrinsically .motivate are likely to be 'those that permit
“« « .
the child to resolve discrepancies between the novel and the familiar
-

(Berlyne, 1960; ,Bruner, 1972; White, 1959). Not only play with objects._

(Forman ¢ Hill, 41980) but also pretense play (Vgotsky, 1966), such as

that occurring with baby dolls following the birth of a sibling, provide

\

examples of motlvation for play prec;pttated by.novel experiences.

Attentlon to means and not ends. Although mtrmsnc motivation is an

essential feature of play; it-alone is not sufficient to mark-an activity as

-~ -

« “~

play.” it . imita ‘ —the incorporation of new
information into existing mental structures (concep_ts, beliefs), take/
precedence over accommodation, the’ modification of those structures to fit
the demands of the env. ment. In play, children are less concerned
with a par_ti‘cfjlar goal t they are with various means of reaching !t.

Since the goals ‘are self=simposed they too may vary as the play proceeds.

The child who knows how to solve a puzzlestqcks his or her pleces in new ’

arrangements or uses them as props in pretense play. For example,

Martin, while involved 'in house play, rubs a toy iron over the top of a

N L’
. .
. -




P

ey
e

'fully runni‘ng the iron ever all the surfacesﬂuaf the cauliflowér,

A) = '
:
- . i

% D .
¥ -

saying, "I need to iron mine to bake it. N After care-
» -

"M

plastic cadliflower
he returns

to what appears tor be been the original -goal.« He says, "0\(,_ we ‘can eat

now. " } - i

Tr.'ying out patterns of action and thoUght previously acquired and

combin?ng them in news ways within a play situation appeafs to contribute .

. PY . . ~
flexibility to the child's . thinking "and problem solving (Dansky §
Silverman, 1973, 1975: Smith"s Dutton, 1979; Sutton—Smit?3 1968

r
Vandenberg, 1980). The new combinations may be accompamed by a sense *

of discovery and eflaaatlon "Galummphing" with deas lacks the
émoothness and efficie,;;‘y that characterizes enjoyable ‘work or goa! specific
activity, but it is experimentation that may enhance creative thinkind.

-

"Galummphing" is a feature that is lacking from cufricula tS»at are pro- .
grammed to hawve the child arrive at orily "correct" responses.

Non-literal- behavior. limited to pr"etense pilay,"begins

. THis feature,

as early as the first year of life (Fein,

r

of preschool play.

1981) and is a predominant fepturé

For example, .Danny, playing in the sandl;ox,-inakes

"ciream of .mosquito" soup. He adds small pebbles to several scoops oﬁ,

sand, saying that the 'rocks-are the mosquitoes. After he has "cé_oked":

‘the soup he gives s:everal children pebbles to use as "money"| to buy the

soup he has f'or-_,sale. The child's ability to transfer abjects and sutuatnons

to "as if" frames of reference enables him or her to transcend space and
P

time. . . .

The exercCise of "make- believe" is thought to contrlbute to the c'hild'

later san with hypothetlcal reasomng (Fagen, 1976) and’ abstract symbols

e

(Fein, 1981 Pellegrini, j)‘ and to the understanding of logical transfor- -

mations (Golumb & _CorncBus, 1977; Salt?, Dixo™s & Johnson, 1977).
. ‘ "

&

N
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A

. Freedom from external rules, Often cited -to differentiate play from |

.

games with rules, this feature presents sgnething of a paradox. Althqugh

there are no externally imposed rules in the ’play of pReschool children,

. .‘play has implicit rules 111 at least two senses. In the first place, as *
. V}got_sky (1967) showé in desi:_ribing sisters Whe pla); at peing sisters, the

imaginary situation -already contains rules of’ behavior. * A ‘mor.e recent

-
B ol

illustratipn comes from a group of children playing veterinarian. The
behaviors of the dirl 'playing the role ‘of veterinarian' and of the boy who
is a German Sheprgrd dog with a wounded paw reveal their undersfﬁndmg
of the rules pertammg to the doctor/patient relationship. '

Second, observatlonalvstudles viewing cl?nldren s glay as communication -
(Carvey, 1977, Schwartzman, 1978)Yhave revealed the rules that children
generate as }they try to enter the play situation ’and establish and pursue
a _plot and 'their roles in it. An example of negotiation showihg good

- .
understandmg of the fules comes from two boys wantmg to play the role
of father. First boy : _"l'm the father." Second boy: "No, l_am."

"+ First: " want to be the father." 'Second' "OK, you cou!d be the father.
and l'll be the g.randfather. Then we can both, be fathers "ol

- -

Following "rules" and . taking roles in play is a pleasurable m‘trin-‘

sically motnvated experlence for the child. In [t chn1dren learn .to under-

wstand not only their own roles and the rules that dane them but also the

¥

«
L4

" ‘roies and rules of others. ioordmatmg several roles in a dramatic theme <

ma}y prepare the child to engage in simple garr;es with collective rules.as he
£ ~\ + N
o ‘ or she approaches the ptimary grades. _Such behavior engages children ln'

begmnmg understanding of the rules and roles of socuety at large "
[ ]

fMead, 1934). _ " . . .
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. Self rather than object. Jyst as the teacher needs to be sén/sitivei to °
X |

- the 'child's use and understandlng of play rules and roles, it is important |

_ to dlstlngulsh when the child js not pld'ylng but explorlng in explora-
T . tion, the child confronts an ob;ect that - has not previously been‘ln the .

foregro%nd of attentton o Exploratlon of an object is guided by the ques-

) ‘tidn, "What is th|s ob;ect and what' can it doi‘j In play, the question is

self—treferenced "What can-.l do with this object?" and the answer is,

- "Anything l\ wish" (Hutt, 1971; Weisler g McCall 1976) Exp‘loration,- in
Piaget's terms, \lS accommodatlve and play is assnmllatlve . : L

The distinction is an lmportant one not on{ in assessing\ the chlld'

behav:or b‘ut .3lso lr},plannlng currlcula For the teacher gthe question is,

‘. "What is the approprlate balance Q)etween exﬁrlences that encourage

S °  exploration and pose that encourage playlng"' . s

i} . Traditional elementary education appears to have relied heav:ly on

« - accommodatlon (malnly of a ve,bal sort), -maklng mlnlmal prov:snon fdr’ the -
children to play Wlth the concepts - they were acquiring. _In contrast, .
traditional early chlldhood educatlon as represented in, “for exgmple the ‘ }
- early English nursery school directed by Susan Isaa¢s or the Bank Street
o | nursery school, provided for both exbloratlon and play. More recently,
some {Sschools have. seemed overcommltted to novelty (in the form of a
new activity or new materlals nearly every day) without allowung much

time for either _spontaneous explorat,lon or play. Other preschools remain

- commltted to play’ but make little provision for the* novel or its exploratlo(n

= There is some .&vidence (Hutt, :1979) that play with an object before it ha§ .

begen ful‘ly explored- may- hmrt the cthrs discovery of its specnflo proper- z

Ty

/
- ties. For‘\example the teachers‘ |n one center noted tﬁat the- chlldren .




: * | - , - . Ll N9 \
. * ' prescribed when the ppppets were hew. They noted a s_imilar: Lack of -
o exploration of the properties and possibli_liti,esl of a roll-away ga((y;that had
- © been introduced: with Specific “instructions as, to how the game was to be'
P ' played The balance of explar tipn“ and play, or the novel and th'e famil-

iar, may be an importaht i:ﬁon early chi.l(:lhoc')d education, k

Active engagement. The zest that preschool children bring to their

play is evid.ent“i‘n thegr overt hctidn and verbalization and .in their unwill-

lngness; to be distracted. As’children grow older, and play becomes in(te-
- L R R

rioriZed in daydreaming, th& engagement of the child's attention is not as
T > .

readily identif“led by the adult observer.

'The question ‘of how activel'y pteschool children are atten(ding to their

‘play,is an important issue for their teachers. The teacher, surveyihg the

) classréom and .its activities, needs to- ask how many'childrjen are deeply
.>| ‘ . . - -+ -\ . . . . .
“involved in their play and how many“ dre engaged in desultory activities

. ' that may reflect. little .more than boredom. ‘Children, like adults, ‘have
"low“ ‘day.s However, what is, in effect, the intellectual withdrawal of too

- .~
many chlldren oh too many days should be' cause for teather concern.
, "-This brlef sketch of curren; theorles of ; play and the aspects on
’ which they a‘ppear to agree can only suggest the wealth of mate.ri;l that
has pote.ntial'implications for the teacher's study of 'play. If our descrip-

tion of the.features/o( play enables the teacher to dlstmgms‘\more surely

]
.

_when children are at play and when they are not, it still prowdes.less

»

“than the teacher needs to know when setting expectations for ‘children's
. s N

,p]ay. ‘/) . R . . »‘ . . -

~h
—_——— = e .o — e —_ (" )

- - THE DEVE“’MENT OF,PLAY

' -Teachers have long r‘ecogmzed that the play of 2-year-olds differs

from that of -3-ysar-olds and that they in turn play dlfferently from 4-,

M 4 ' . ." i‘.v L
9 . C e . s
.- .

Q g » B
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v
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Sf, ‘and 6-year-ordé A 2- year old sets the table in the playhouse ‘with

&

toy plates and silverware and plastlc food. His actlons indicate that he is

.M

™~
* - copymg what h& hasoseen in reality.” A 3-year-old in the same situation
”

A J
. shows less concern for the realistic .nature of the props.. A block serves .

v

for a cup and a Le};go Recomes the bottle for the doll in his lap_’_j_e.-talks

with his ’"baby,"' producing crying nmses or demands in a high-pitched

§ oy

voice.

- Four- or 5-year-olds can imagine®the dishes and silverware, and can
»

¢ . ‘

. h take the roles of family members and weave a plot Qound them;.A tele-

phgne call fret Grandma at the bus station ‘is readily ¥ncorporated into the
L I ’
-household activities. For these older children the focus is on the dramas

played out’ among the roles in the context of the playhouse Reality is
4 - .
extended and elaborated rather than reproduced directly. Plots often

. f{ ) carry over from one day to the next and may be“elaborated and extended

over months. : - ' - -
. o> . LA .

¢ Researchers studying the play .of ¢hildren systematically, have made
'Fne?—gramed‘alyses of the increasing social and ‘cognitive ‘complexity of
. . -

- : children's pla®in the years before age 6. Early studies were mainty
descriptive, but recent research has more “often been guided by th'eory;
. . -

Drawing particularly on the ideas of Piaget and Vygotsky, researchers

have studned ‘infants and toddlers to. see when and- how pretense play

begins- (Fem 1981). A substantlal number of studies have been con—u

- ducted in preschools and day care centers (Rubin, et‘al., 1983). Some

have looked at the cognitive aspecfg of children's play, some at the social

ments. A fourth focus has.been on children's communication during their

play. . o ' \ ‘

aspects. ‘Others have attempted to combine the social and cognitive ele—

—

Faug
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In this section we preseﬁt some of the flndlngs from thls research.

These f‘ndlngs may assist teachers in assessing ‘the T)ilay ‘of chlldren in

groups ‘and in settmg expectatlons for the development of play as Ch”dé'}

grow older. The sectlon is organlzed around, the sequenee—e#developme.ng

of play described-aby Piaget (1962).

.

The bulk of the available research relatas to dramatic play. It covers
N——— .

", only sketchlly sensorimotor play, constructlve play, and.games wnth rules

durlng the years from 2 to 6. Much, if not most, of the research has
been' conducted in middle-class settings apd may not apply universaHy.
be studies &f early pretense play extend below the ages of ma—jor eoncerg
in this artjcle, but we\\have inaluded‘ some reference to them/';ince the

dedcher of older children may find some children whose play has not yet

“moved beyond ‘the sensorimotor period.

According to the theory of Piaget, the play of the infant pro'gresses
from sensorimotol activity to pretense‘gor symbolic play at around 15 é%
18 months. Symbolic puéy predominates throughout the period under
consideration here until around the age of 6 or 7 years, when games with
,\rules begin. to assume greater importance. Within this\framework several

kinds of play can be considered.

Sensorimotor Play

Sometimes labelled practice play or Afunctional play, this activity
begins in early’ infancy. The baby, having acquired some pattern of

action (such as grasplng or Iooklng), repeats the pattern or "schema" just

. &
- for the sake of grasping or Iooklng. AF Plagit (1962) notes, whetheﬂ

particular schema is used playfully or otherwise depends on the context.

_A® the infant grows older the schemata are coordinated and applied to an

increasing array of objects. The objects serve as "an opportunity for

activity" or for play "that is a hagpy display of known actions" (p. 93).

- L]
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The infants' sensorimotor encounters with .the environment are, of

\cwrse, not limited to physical objects but jnclude their caretakers as well.

Some of these encounters become ritualized just as do other combinations of
sensorimotor actions, like those inyolved in bathing or getting ready for

sleep. Such rituals sig}wal the child's beginning 'awareneﬁs of his or -her.

~

own actions and the imminent emergénce of symbolic play .»

~

Sensorimotor play does not disappear wi

+,

play. Teachers recognize- it when they see ildfen running for the sake

of running, jumping up and dowrl ‘exuberant

another, or repeating nonsense phrases over and over. tPlay of this sort, '

-

according to studies reported.by Rwubin et al. (1953}‘*f~fdro‘ps from 533% of all
free acftvity between 14 and 30 months to 44% or less betv;/een 3 and

4 years and to 33% or less from 4 to 5 years. By the time children are

6 to 7 years old, such‘guoctional- plJay may comprise less than 14% of all ’

play. The elaborate "space chase" games that children play outdoors

- combine elements of sensorimotor and dramatic play. The joy that comes

from running, leaping, and crc')uching is%“ gnhanced_with the excitement of
an imagined flight with Darth Vadar or Wonder Woman. -

Sensorimotor play is always 'present in the behavfora! repertoire of
both childrén and aduits. The adult whc; jogs, dances, plays tenn.is, or
doodle's with a pencil is engagéd ip s/ensorimotor; play. Such plaY declines
with develo.pment only in its frequency relative to éymbolic play.

Sensorimotor play beyond the infancy period seems to ‘have received

somewhat cursory attention from researchers. ost preschoo} teachers

have experienced sensori}notor play \at group or itcle tihe! One child

begins snapping her ﬁngers,'or glicking her tongue, and the activit‘y

‘quickly becomes a group phenomenon. Teachers would like to know dore -

>
&

the’ advent of symbolic '

. c1!apping one block against -
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about the TaAEtors that precnpnate sensorimotor play and aEOut the circum-
e e

*stances under whic‘h it becomes .contagious. Does the child see it as

: B .
different from other kinds of play? To what extent is it an ingredient in

rough and 'turﬁb)e play ‘or in movement play,' or even in dramatic play?
Such information would enable the teacher to understand better both group

and individual behavior i the classroom.

¢ ’ ) . N ?‘
Symbohc Play Cn

Symboltc~play. from early fqrms jin infancy ihrough the preschool
perlod,.hae been much studied inerecent years. Researchers have hypoth-;
esized” that make- belleve‘ is related to a variety of cognitive and social
skills. L&)kmg at the ‘manifestations of pretense in the mfant they

observe char:acterlstncs that are also found in the thoughts of mature ™

individuels.

o alp

Charattenistics. The earliest pretend gesturds of the infant, appear-

:ing at 12 or, 13 months of age (Fein, 1981- Nicholich, 1977; Rubin et al.,
} ) n. )
1982) - are‘ seén .as ’dec0ntextua|izaq‘on in that the pretense behavxors

resemblmg behav:ors aSSOClated with eating, sleeplng or some other famil-

]
\ iar experience, are detached from the circumstantos usually surrounding

them. The babyﬂmtlates sleepmg, behawors when it is not bedtime, or
. s
rephcates drmkmg ‘behaviors when there is no Nguid in the cup. From

- the cogmtive pe.rspectwe it is "as if" the gestures. have begun to stand
- for or symbollze the situations of sleeping :er drinking. From the stand-
point ofv social development the child seems to have abstracted, in a2 rudi-
“\ment'a'ryyfash(ion, the ri;'les that pertain td\the situations, such as where

ana how one_sleeps, what one drinks, in what utensils, and so on.

Sejf'—q;ther relations.  Pretense play durihg the second year shifts

from self-reffr,enccd behavior (the child drinks_ from the cup herseif) to’
e - .

v

-




‘

. ’ other-referenced. (the thild has "the mother or a doll drink). Flnitial.ly, the

¢

y )
child tak(es an actijve r;ole, and the dell serves as a passive recipient of

S .
the child's actions .(Overton & Jackson, 1973; Werner & Kaplan, 1964).

-

-Later, however, the child treats the doll as though the doll were the

activl agent (Fein & Rebertson,” 1974). These shifts in pretense behavior

-

appear to form a developmental sequence (Watson & Fischer, 1980. From

- .
12 to.30 months of age, children show a steady increase in the tendency to

L4

have thé doll act as a separate individual.

A's

7 . . ' ‘
Examples of the child's developing ability to sustain the identity of a
.

/ doll, or even an imagined companion, are many. Faur-year-old éarbara

< R R s
brings .her Mickey Mouse doll to preschool. Mickey interrupts Barbara's

»

conversations w\th adults and other children. Speaking in a high-pitched

voice, he demands% of weter or asks a duestion. Three-year-old,
Susan brings an imaginary rabbit to the cen‘ter each day. She _co'nsults
- with the rabbit before engaging in the; activities provided. ;

- ) The ability to act as if on;: weré anothe;r person is a prerequisite tq
.. g ~ , -

N - later role‘ing. Here, the child must coordinate his or her own self-

identity with the role of another (Gould, 1972). ane# then extend this into

e

sequences of familiar activities (Fenson & Ramsay, 1980). Role taking, in

its turn, appears to be related to the more complex taking of the per-

spective of the other that is inherent in successful social relations "and

probably also in the solution of a variety of intellectual probiems (Mead,
S ,

‘ . \

-~ 1934). Although these welationships have not yet been firmly established
in” empirical resear&h, the child's role taking‘ does prc;vide the teacher with
clues as to the progress the child is making,in both social and cognitive

- 4
development, ’
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Object substitution. The child's ability to substitute one object"for

'

anotHer (for example, a shell for a cup) has been. of considerable tﬁeo\ret-.

ical interest (Piaget, 1962; Vygotsky, 1962, 1967; Winnicott, 1971) and has

—

been studied extensivﬁy (Fein, 1981; Rubin et al., 1583)'. A 'study by.

Fein (}975) concerns single and double substitutions. At 24 months nearly

“all of the children studied pretended to feed a toUorse wnth a cup.
When the horse wasi replaced with an abstract wire form or when the cup
was replaced by. a shell, 70% of the.children also accepted the pretense.
But only 23% were able to maintain the pretense in the doub\le g‘ubstitutioﬁ,

when the wire form was presented as the horse together with Qhéshel! as

a cup. Follow-up;}tudies have examined how the nature of the-s;ubstétute
objects affects the chi.ldre'n's' preten;e. Such objectsgmay resemble the
realistic object # form, as 5 sheli'reSembles a cup, or in funciion, as a
bottle resembles the cu{:, or in neither form nor function, as would be the
case of a toy car, fo: example. An object with an ambiguous function,
such as a block, is easier for the child to substitute than is an object ;Nith

:,a conflieting function, such as the toy car (Elder & Peterson, 1978;

' §
Golomb, 1977). ‘

Although young preschoolers (ages 2 and 3) may prefer highly proto-

typical objecés in pretend situations, this preference shifts as they grow
" older (E.eih, 1979; Pylaski, 1970). By age, 5, nonrealistic objects evoke
richer and more varied fantasy themes. Children at thi; age indicate
p‘refere ces for objects that allow t.hem to exercise pretend schemes with a
minime of conflicting perceptual cues and a maximum of Iee;'vay for suc-

cessive transformations.with the same object. .

" Findings such as these open up mariy questions of interest to the

teacher. For example, does the prdvision of realistic objecté inhibit the .

»
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. ' "" - v . "
play of older children? -"Might such replicas serve to facilitate the play of

’

‘an older child who seems less imaginative than most? '

’

The ways children use, or don't use, props in. their play may provide

interesting clues to their development. Does the.child require a prop to
initiate play? wa flexible is the chjld in tra'nsiorming an object into a
prop? Do th; transfz)rmatiarws appear to be plapned or spontaneous?- Are

’ ~pr'op§ really needed, or-is the presence_of objects only in the "mi;':d's eye"
sufficient? In the lati.e‘r case, what avbout the actions of thé chil?? Are}\
they consis:ent with the object represented? Questions such as these may
sugplement the questions that teachers‘ have trahditionally asked abouf
children's symbolic play and what it may represent in emotional as well as
intellectual amq social terms. (For a discussion of the latter question, see,
Gowld, 1972). N

Some problené in_definition. When one child announ.‘ces, “F'm the

) . Fy
daddy" and another says, "I'm the mommy," we anticipate a bjt of drama_

symbolizing something from home or television. Shift the sceng to the
bleck corner. Two girls are silently stacking the blocks, one atop

another. Do the blocks represent. some building they have segn? Or is

] \, .
the play symbolic? With only this much evidence, we do not know. At a

L3

table pearb:)', a Bb-year-old looks up from his crayon drawing and says,
"See my house!" We know that he has been engagéd ingsymbolic’ gehgvior,

but is it play? We use these instances to indicate that the lines between

LY

" symbolic and other types of play are not always clear.
‘ o

Mosk\of the research attempting to establish the incidence and kinds

' <
of symbolic -play children engage in when they are in preschool. settings

>ses predefined categorigs. These categories may be applied directly to

the ongoing beh‘avior of the children, viewedsone by one, or applied later

»
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to descriptive protocols of that behavior. Under these circumstances some

of the  symbolic transformations and their significance mey' elude the

researcher. Some problems arise because, as Schwartzman (19781 and
hothers have shown, the text of the play always depes"nds on its context.

Teachers, ‘who are often privy to what has precﬂed a particular play

1

episode, may be better able to make sense of it than researchers who are

3

bound by a category system and the constramts of the time for ob?erva-
tion. When 33~ year-old Jane s*ts whmmg ‘f\ the playhouse chair, hitting

~ its arms repeatedry the umnformed observer may ctassify Janes beMavior

v ey

as unimaginative, repetltn‘e,, and immature. In contrast, Jane's teacher

recalls the more typical play of several weeks ago, in which Jane enacted a
'drama-tic rescue from a fire truck. ')anefhas just had\a new bab;l ‘brother
r\and her prescho‘ol play is appr:)pr.iate to assimilating the dramatic ;hange

in her p_layv at home. While teache‘r:s mayt have particular insight into

chil‘d’re.'h"s play behaviors, their responsibilities for the guidance and ‘care,

of groups of children may limit their perspectives also. *

w» » . v

From the teacher's viewpoint the most common type of symbolic play is

| . o

that labelled "dramatic play," usually 0ccu/rring in"areas set up with props
to assist the children in de;gfcting certain themes from their own experi-
ences. Such play is not, however, limited to those areas but may occur in
conjunction witﬁ* consm play in the block area, or when the child is

painting, using play-dough or clay, or riding a tricycle.

Dramatic play. Pretense play fhay be sofitary, but from the age o,/

3 years it is more likely to involve. more than one child. For example,
4 » - ~

Johnson and Ershler (1981) conducted a longitudinal study of children who
were 3-);ear—olds at the beginning of their observations. They found a
steady inc¢rease_in Eoth the amount of children's dramatic play and the

maturity of their social interaction,




L
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The social characteristics of/dramatic'blay change as children grow

T

older. . Early childhood teachers may recall from their textbooks that the

‘ .
while. that of 4- and 5-year-olds is despﬁb?d as, assocnatlve and coopera-

play.of i- énd 3-year-olds is ofted desc\ribed as solitary and parallel,

twe “As Hartup (1983) pomts out -this is an oversimplification. The .
freguem:x of solltary L‘B/ay among 5-year-olds does* not differ greatly from

that of cooperative play at that age (Parten, 193Z' -‘Barnes, 1971). The

incidence of parallel play .is also similar to that for assoc:atu:?nd coop- \”
p

erative play. The important changes in dramatlc play during reschool
- kS

years are not Qquantitative but qualitative, as represented in the older

t

Lo 3-
. ‘children's abilities to sustain increasingly complex social interaction. Such

-~ . e

interaction also reflects increasing cognitive maturity., - . Y .
) . .

‘One researchef (Smilansky, 1968) ‘uses the term "sociodramatic play™
to describe ‘play that is cognitively advanced. , In such play, "the child's
efforts -are aime.d at reproducing, as exactly as'possible, the wor!d_‘a} he

observes'it, as he understands it and insofar as he remembers it" (p. 71).

v .

The/ highest level of sociodramatic play includes six "evaluative factors":

’

imitative role play, make-believe in regard to objects, make-believe in
. —

regard to actions and situations, persistence (in a play episode for at least

1 \
10 minutes), interacgion with at least two ' players involved, and verbal

communication. Smilansky's criteria have been adapted for use in several

+

other studies, including some in which categories of social participation
from Parten (1932) were nestéd in Smilansky'secognitive categories (Rut}in
et al., 1983). ' v -

Perhaps the main vaer'Smilansky‘s criteria have ‘for teachers is that ,

-

' they enable them to think of the variety of transformations and inter-

actions that can go on in a ‘play episode with two or more chlld actors.
. e \

LY

K]
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play episode more deeply.
Bateson (citéd by Schwartzman, 1978) suggests-that children are not

only learping how to play roles, but are also learning thgﬁ,there are rules

about roles. In a similar vein, Schwartzman comments that ,

, . Play . . . enables the child to learn (and also t¢ comment

on) rules for relationships. It is not primarily .an activity

that teaches the content of specific roles because it focuses

on relationship forms. lhns is the significance.of the exam—

ple qf sisters "playing sisters," where the girls are playing

with/the idea of- "a relationship" and the ide& of Meontext. W
(p/274)

Further light on the complexmes of dramatlc ‘play come¥ from studies

-

However, ‘it may be possible t .penetrate the intellectual meaning’ of the

of the ways children communicate in it. Ga%’vey (1977), from observations -

aof dyads of pre;viously acquainted nursery school children, notes five
types of astion, both gestural and verbal, that children use to communi-

cate "this is pretend." She also- notes 'how they org\}anize play episodes

aﬁd typegf roles théy‘ most frequently assume. ‘The underlying compe-
[ ]

_tencies are described -by” Garvey (1974). First is the ability to differgn-

tiate play from non-play and to upderstand with the partner(s) when a_

’
play state is evident. Second, the children ‘must dbstract organizing rules

~_ for interaction and see them-as_mutually binding. Third, the players must

be able to identify a theme, contribute to it, and agree on its modification.
Such analyses of children's dramatic play seem to be patentially useful for
teachers who want to understand and support it as effectively as possible.

Constructive play. Researchers and teachers would have little dis=

. agreement in identifying dramatnc play, but these. groups may dnsagree

among tWemselves as well as with each other when it comes to construcf\gve
J

play. The proéblem is suggested by Piaget (1962) who writes, "Makmg

. [ 4
a house with plasticene or bricks involves both sensorimotor skill anq
‘e ! . :

-
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symbolic representation." He adds, however, that "drawing a house (con-
%

struction) is -a move away from.play, in the strict sense, toward work"

(p: 110) ' t

-

From their examination of recent research in preschoel and kmder-,

\

garten %Iasses, Rubin et al. (1982) report that "constructive play is the
at 31 years

most common form of activity, ra(nglng from 40% -of all actlvxty to approx-

«(p.79) ~ ‘

|mately 51% at 4§ 5 and 6 years " /\leard, Philps, and Plewis (1976) in a

3 s . *
constructlve play may be an outcome of an environment that emphasizes the

study of English preschool centers suggest that the high proportion of
L‘,

manipulation of objects, presumably including opportunities for construc-
\ 7 v
/

. That constructive or manipa'lative activity weed an‘ preclude fmagina-

tion. : s

tive activity is evident in a recent observation in/a/preschbol. Kevin has

built a three-tiered structure from ;Slay-dough/and has placed smaller

. pieces of dough around it, like stepping stones. Using a cookie cutter

shaped like a .man, he walks it aroynd the.sf:ru‘cture, chanting "I'm walk-
. s
ing on the sidewalk! I'm walking on the sidewalk!" Then he hops the

cutter up and down in front of the structure. In a low gruff voicé he

* L

says, "Little pig, little pig, let me come in. 'll haff and |1 puff and I'l

come in." Then he changes to a high voice, "Not by tHe hair of my
chinny chin -chin!" In a normal voice he says, "Whoa! B-r-ck!” and
crushés the play-dough structure with the cutter. Clearly, both con-
structive and imaginative activity is present in the child's play. N'g’ver-
theless, Tizar:d et al. (1976) have proposed that manipulative- activity may
inhibit symbolic activity. Jj} contrast, Forman and _Hill (1980) see the
"open-ended playing around with the alternative ways of doing something"
as ”con»sé;uctive play" éhat'"by definition builds on itself to ingcrease t’he

v
competence of the child™ (P- 2).

L
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been est&hshed in advance and determine how the play |s to go. Any

A\

What' seems ,ko be needed on the part of .both researchers and tedch-

ers is greater attention to what children do with 'the variety of objects
\ k4

-

they encounter in a pr(escr‘\ool. Are their activities merely manipulative

(that' is, is' the play‘at a sensorimotor level), or are they constru li'e in

C I

‘the sénse of using the objects to create new objects oX new effects, or is

~

dramatlc‘actwnty( also mvolved? When it is subjected/to sufficientt[scru~

tiny, constructive play may be seen to have a ;Slace in the currjculum

overlapplng with dramatic play, and it nmy be perceived to be equally as

L4
]

important.

2

Games with rules. In Piaget's (1962) theory constructwe play evo.lves

toward work and dramatic”play toward Gmes wnth rules. In t e years
from 4 to 7, children begin to be able to| participate in games wjth rules.
Such games arise out of sensorimotor combinations (races, ball :games) or
intellectual combinatioms (cards, chess) and are regulated eitherﬁ;’;by a cede
that has been handed do¥n or by mutyal agreement. Accordir/g to Piaget
these games are also competitive. More recent cross-cultura " work sug-

gests that competition is defined differently in different cultyires and that

-

some cultures place mc;re emphasis on collaboration and coeperation than on
competition (Schwartzmann, 1978)." (For a consideration of competition
from Piaget's view, see Kamil &€ DeVries, 1980.)

Games with rules differ ‘from pretense play in that the rulges have
~

alteratlons in the rules must be agreed upon by the layers beforehand.
These predetermined structures contrast w'ith the ad/hoc neg'oti‘atic;n andc&
flekibility of dramatic play. ’

The literature ‘related ta games is' voluminoug, but we have found*,f

4
little that describes the ways yourd§ children undér the age of 6 begin to

?

-
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acquire skills in and gain hnderstanding‘,of games. Two excgptions are )

A

i

Piaget's (1965) early investigation of ga:;? with rules, which includes

;\éveral 5-year-olds, and Karr;il and DeVrieé's Group Games (1980), a baok

th?t reports oral the ways these two autHors introduced sych games in the

.

Yy
pres¢hool. . S .
» ; .

Some Issues in the Development of Play- : ’

-

Three issues related to the development of play deserve further
s . .
comment. The first has to do with solitary play. . We have noted that

¢ solitary play maintains its position relative to group play throughout< the

preschool years. What appears to change with development is its symbolic
-
. complexity and its availability as a choice in varying social contexts.

There is accordingly little reason to assume that it is qualitatively inferior

to other kinds of symbolic play, and  there may be good reason to make

- —

provision for it in the curriculum. One of the dresent authors (Monighan)

conc!uges from systematic observatiog of solitary play in her preschool that

facilitation of solitaryﬂ play may encourage- the young child's sense of
mastery of the environmeht: Such a sense of mastery and well established 4
sche[nes of self—gcfio,n appear to provide a’ solid base for the ‘cooperati‘ve
play, sharing of ideas,\and sociaiyialogué that are expebted from school-

, . o .
~age children. Consolidation of cognitivg schemes in" a solitary context may

s

also contribute to the development of problem-solving skills and reliance on

an inner locus of control in educational settings (Moore, Evertson, & -
. i N

Brophy, ¥974; Singer, 1973; Strom, 1976). )
second* issue hasgl to do with parallel play,* wh?ésﬁ' like solitary play .

remains at rather high levels throughout the preschool years %artup,

1983). Closer attention from both researchers and teachers mady re;/eal tha;r

~1

parallel play involves coordination of gestur:al, if not verbal, behaviors.
: X hy N

4 '
+ 0 \

: o5 L ,




Thus, it may somet-lmes represent greater social’ maturlty than is implied in

the usual det”mtnon of "play beside but not with" enother child, ’ «
;. -

A third and rw has to do with the cog’nitive categories that
have been imposed on children's pla(, sgmetifnes in;cqnjunction with cate-

géries of social participation. " The question is whether these categories

adequately représent the processes involved in play, par"ticularl;/ from the
. i N ’

'viewpoint of the child in a particular context. ‘As discussed above, the

evidence now shows that the social participation categories are not hier-

. »

archica'l although the’ cognitive categorigs: may be s’% Better assessments
T

of children's development in play ma\lcome from studying play epnsodes in

-their ‘interacti\/e ent,irety‘ rather than by attempting to pinpoint them on
dimensions whose relationships are not yet understood:

ASSESSMENT: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES /
Whether the’ children in .a classroom come from similar or diverse
socioéconbmic ‘backgrounds, individual children, even of »the same age, will

differ from one another in the ways t‘he'y play. nge of these differences

t

seem to ba matters of personality, and some seem to depend on the sex of ’

-

the child. Others are attributed to cultural and sociel class d'ifferenceslin
chlldrearlng, |ncludsng time spent watchlng television. t?esearch related to.
all these factors tends to be |nconcluswe and, especially in the ‘case of "
sex, cultural background, and socioeconomic status,"controversiﬁal.
Personality ° o ' / B

. Teachers can often ddentfy. children in their groups wh;) seem partic~
ularly playful or irnaginz;tive. "These traits, have also interested research-

ers. For example, Lieberman (1977) found that kindergarten teachers

could make reasonably reliable ratings on personality attributes associated

with pla)fulness. More recently,” Jenkins (1982) found that preschool

. \

o
op

o
¢
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teachers hed‘difficulty \ﬂaking such ratings, - Ybung;er _children ‘and chil-
dr'en frem different cultural groups may mamfest playfulness in different
w'ays.' Perhaps, also, preschool teachers are less experlenced in making
- ratings than ge_v“-i{ihdergarten teachers. ..

A similar problem¢is attachea fo the identification of imaginativeness,
a perso\nality f;cfe? fhet has been studied extensively by 4. LL"Singer anc?
D. C. Singér and their colleagues (see for example Singer, 1973; Sin.ger.' t:
Singer, 1976). They found that children vary widely in both the fre-
quency and the consistency of their makedbelieve. .

e ) -+

The possibility that children differ from@ ®arly age in the style of
thenr symbolic activity_ is also being explored. Wolf and Gardner (1979‘)
. have identified one group of children’ as "pefterners" on.the basis of their
interest in the - physical pro,pertnes and arrangement's of objects, and
anqt’her 'groub "dramatists" 'beceuse' of their interest in people. L'\ke most
of the other ’per'sonalit;l variables,f "style" is intriguing, but its long-term
®ignificance, if any, is as yet unknown. ’ ~=
Handicag‘ C ) | v

As mai‘nstreaming\ has brought‘.r.n/_c’e children witn ‘menta"l, ‘physical, or
emotional ha’hdicaps into pneschools and centei's teachers have become
concerned with provndmg approprlately for—their ‘play. Consideration of
t:he research related to this sue goes beyond the scope of this discus-
sion. Rubin et al‘.‘ (1982.) ,include a rather detailed survey Qf recent
studies‘,“antj the research continues to ;;row. Rubin et al. underline the

impertance of ﬂndnng ways to inake play possible for handicapped children

SO that‘they, hke sther chtldren)an enjoy its features and reap its
]

benefits. r . ' ‘ A o
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'S . The (l)"ld adage that boys will be boys, cc;nforming te sexual s'fereo—
: ‘types, i.s_conﬁrmed in research showing th;t boys pre}er fictional super-
hero roles while girls are thore likely to take familial roles. - Boys are_also
more likely to engage in roygh-;nd-tumble play (Rubin et al., 1982).
According to, .both‘ recent studigs and .studies dating back to 1927 (Féin,
1981), boys also prefer blocks and transportatid toys to dolls and house
t?ys. However, as Fein points out, and as teacrjers can readily observe,
i;mg important qx;estion‘is not where ’chilciren pla.y or with what but rather
54 L what they do in their play. . ’ ‘
‘ Teachers of' breschoolers r:eport that the introduction of more feminine

L)

role models in the media-and children's literature may be affecting chil-

~

. dren's play. Girls playihg the role ofgthe film Star Wars' Princess Leah ..

have been observed using Barbie dolls as cstapults, missiles, or hand-held
e . d B . :
weapons. Preschool boys have also taken to Star Wars '"figures" {the

manufacturer's term AGr yhat are essentially .dolls) ari'dfa're happily dress-

ing and feeding them in muGh the same ways as girls play with their dolls.

° As popular .culture changes, both boys and girl§?may have more permission
"'\> to expand their play into domains traditionally reserved for the 6pposite
’ . ! “ ‘ » . .
sex. ~ . !

Childrearip§ . Influences
7

" " Early research on pretense‘play, stimulalted"by psych.oanalytic and‘
social learning theories, focused on the ways “the content of children's play
r;aﬂected ‘family dynamics. More rﬁcént r;ese.arch has -turned t; the ways
parents encourage or discourage prftense and related behaviors.’

An imp(‘>rtant e[ement in parental childrearing which affects play is

. -the amount and kind of television viewing permitted. Children who watch -




[ %

1 a great deal of television play Iess |magmat|vely than those who watch less
3" :
'K’/

Research on -the effects of television .viewig‘;;\on children's play is

(Fein, 1981; Singer & Singer, 1975). .

limited. Concern. has shifted from the content of thildren's television to

the process involved in the viewing experience (Winn, 1977). Singer and

Singer (1976) report that higlhly imaginative children choose to watch very
little televisij\.‘. On the other hand, Singer (1973) points out that some
exposure to television,

particularly if mediated by an adult co-viewer, may

. O setting and the attitudes of the parents.

stimulate ideas for imaginative play.

The research does not specify the

optimal amount of viewing time for young childfen

It does suggest that

without adult mediation,

the passrve nature of v1ewmg, wnth its Ilmnted

" opportunity for dlalogue and symbolic construction, may restrlct the child's

imaginative behawpr. In addition, children's viewing is always meshed

with ather factors thét may influence the kind and-amount of play.. -

~

1973; Griffing, 1980; Rosen,
~

1974; Smilansky, 1968> Smith & Dodsworth, 1978) have found that children

.. Séveral recent studies (Feitel'son & Ross,

] . .
from lower- and working-class homes display less imaginative play, at least

in .the‘preschool, than children from middle-class homes. These findings

are criticized on several grouhds, including the ethnocentrism of the

- researchers, the methods used to assess the play, and the fact that chil=

’ch:en from similar backgrounds in other circumstances do reveal imaginative.

play (Eifermann, 1971; Fein & Stork, 1981; Freybeirg, 1973).

(3

The array of toys amd other materials children from lower socioeco-

nomic homes find in the typical middle-class preschool, and the encourage-

ment they receive to play with them, may contrast sharply with the hol'ﬁe
Thus, the preschool may seem a

-t 4
"strange situation" to.the child from an economically disadvantaged home.

4
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He or sfh;a, as f'ein and -Stork (1“981)' and Tizard et al. (1976) show, s
m.orhe l’ik:lyh to reveal competence in settings offering more freedom of
movemén@thayn the typicalaclassroom.. . ‘

Su‘tt;‘(;n-Smith ar%Heath (1981), drawing on the work of .Schwartzman
and Ot?'iér anthropologists_and linguists, state that many play researchers
have taken an unduly narrow view of play, discussi~ng it as if it were_.a
solitaryquf?ir- between a player and the player's toys or imaginings. This
view re‘ﬂéct‘% th Iiterary,‘.schooling tradigion of mid¢e-class culture and_
contrasts/wiih i\yejoral tradition of other cultures. Sutton-Smith and
Heath provde -seVSral examples to show that what differs between children

brought L;p in the oral tradition and those brought up in the literary

s 4 -

/ tradi‘tighﬁ is not imagination but the way it is ¢ ;;ressed. >

},”'All of this points to the importance )/th: teacher's knowledge of and
§eh§it&ivity ‘to the cultural traditions that may influence the w5ys children
p;ay. TeacHers, if they are open to ccﬁnmunication with parents, are often
in a better position to agquire such knowledge than is the researcher who
obseries‘ specific behaviors for a rela‘tively short perig\qf’ time. The
teache}:'s- Knowledge is important both to the assessment of play and alsg to

the provisions, that are made for it.

¥ +

H()W TEACHERS CAN FACILITATE CHILDREN'S PLAY
Two recent studies from England undersco.;'e the importance of the
teach;e‘r's grasp o”f theor'y:‘as' well as ability to recognize the distinguishing
features ~of ‘play, to understand the nature of play's development, and to
be aplg to assess the play of children in their groups. All pof these are
essential to tHe facilitationj of children's play.
" 'ln an observational study of preschool centers Tizard et al. (1976)

oS ,
" found little evidence of complex, advance'd level dramatic play. Centers

/
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”fhfiit., had well trained teachers did not differ significantly from centers
‘where. thepteac~hers had not had such training. 1.'he study led Tizard
(1977) to question whether pla.yz is]‘indeed "the child's way of learningi"
.’She_describes how some énglish nursery school teachers, d;-awing on tﬁe
. theories of Isaacs, Gesell, and Piaget, have evolved an ideology of play
fhat says that teachers must not .initiate or take 'awmajor role sin play lest
they interfere with .the child's creatjve impulses. Such an ideology seems
a travesty of the .views of educatibn held by lIsaacs, Gesell, and Piaget.
It demon‘stra\tes that the proponents of a theory, through failur; to come

to terms with all its implications, sometimes become the theory's worst

enemies,

<
zr

¢

,A second stuy (Sylva, Roy, & Pointer, 1980) took a different tack

-

=

from the Tizard study in that it drew on the ‘experienge of preschool

.teachers to establish criteria for the evaluation of play as rich (complex

and imaginative) .or' simple (ordinary and dull). This study, .like the

study of Tizard, foundfa preponderance of simple play. This suggests

again that teachers may pay lip service to play without really understand-

ing it or knowing how to add to its complexity and imaginativeness or how
. ) = ’ “ i
to promote its fullest development. , .

Teachers “influence the play of children by pro;fidin a physical and

social environment that is conducive to play and by responding to and

participa'ting in the' play. Phyfe-Perkins (1980) reviewed more than

100 studies concernirng the effects of the physical.envirorﬁnent on chil-

dren's behavior in- preschool settings. She concludes that if a setting is

to provide and support developmentally appropriate acti;/ity for all the -

children involved, teachers must engage .in systematic observation of the

children at play.

31
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Some of the quesi’!‘ons that such observation might address have been
discussed earlier. T

obj'ects,‘ the proportion of replicas and structured materials to unstruc-

e'include> the ‘proportion of novel to familiar

~ tured obj{cts and materials in relation to the ages and m‘a{urity of the

children, the availability of sex-typed toys to both sexes, the provision of
toys to match differing styles of play, and the adequacy and availability of
outdoor play areas. ’

After organizing or- reorganizing the physical enwvironment, teachers

need to observe the effects of such changes on the children. For exam-

ple, do the changes result in larger” or smaller groups of children in
particular areas? More or less verbal interaction?  More cross-aged or
cross-sexed groupé? More aggression or more cooperation? |s there more
sensorimotor,‘ constructive, or dramatic play? Are the play episodes
suftai'n;d longer? Studies show that the space and the resources available
affect the behavior of both children and teachers (Phyfe-Perkins, 1980; °
Kritchevsky, i972). Other important variable; are not only the* number of
chil;{fen but their sex s ages, cultu‘ral background, and capabiliies. The
play of m?xed-aged groups must differ from that of'single-‘age groups, bu{
the literature provides little evidence about such differences. Hawtup

(1982) notes that 90% of the Ijgferature on child/child interaction is limited

; . /
to interaction among age-mates.

The findings in studies on the effects of environmental variables on

-

the play of children often seem to be specific to the particular preschool
. -

setting, und.erljningébe fmpbrtance of the teacher's systematic observation.

L4 a
For example, one of the present authors, Scales, and the sstaff of her

centér focused their observation on children's communication in two dif-

ferent areas where- tables were available and discovered that the tw()‘

4

-
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settings elicited quite different kinds of communication. These findings

enabled them to modify arrangements in order to facilitate different kinds
of play. - )
Assuming that teachers have g_iven attention to the physica‘l and social
environment of a center and that their assessment* of the play of an indi-
vidual child or of the group shows that it is lirr;itﬁ in{scope, c.;uali,ty-, or
quantity, what is their ‘further responsibilify? Recent research includes a
number of play t;aining and tutoring %tudies (Burns & Brainerd, 1979;
Reyberg, 1973; Rosen, 1974; Saltz et al., 1977; Smilansky, 1968). How-
ever, the results are pot conclusive (qui,n et al., 1982). ‘Nevertheless,
teachers who k#bw the techniques used in the play training studies may
see ,possibilities for énvolvement that will go beyond that of a passive

observer without depriving the children of the spontaneity and autonomy

which are the essence of play.

Informing Parents on the Effects of Play - e

The teachers' convictions about the importance of play do not neces-

’

sarily correspond to the .views of parents. Few parents believe that

[
preschool Jacks and Jilis should abstain from play, but they do question

whether the preschool puts sufficient emphasis on children's work. ' In this

they reflect the concern of some i-esearchqrs. Tizard (1977), for example,

questions whether teachers.who are éfr;aid to interfere with the children's
playt might not contribute more to the children's learning by being more
{

instructive-—-for example, by working with them on constructive ‘projects

[

and teaching them games with rules.

Phe dic